Remarks/Arguments 

In the office action dated July 19, 2004, the examiner set forth an election/ 
restriction requirement requiring election of either Group I, consisting of claims 1-16 and 
27-29, drawn to a method for handling a plurality of article lots, or Group ll t consisting of 
claims 17-26, drawn to a system for handling plurality of article lot. 

The Examiner states that the process of Group I can be practiced by another 
materially different system than Group II. The Examiner goes on to give examples of 
materially different systems as being a system without a graphic user interface, or a 
system in which all of the real-time calculations are run from a single centrally located 
component, wherein all of the QS, MCS, and REE are incorporated into a single 
module. The Applicant would like to take this opportunity to point out that these are not 
claimed elements of either independent claims of Group II (i.e., claims 17 and 22). 
Neither of these independent claims include a graphic user interface, and although 
claim 17 does include a control system and an engine, neither claim 17 nor claim 22 
include limitations of a QS, MCS, and REE, much less require them to be separate 
modules. Thus, the fact that the process of Group I may be practiced with systems not 
containing, or containing alternatives to, these elements is irrelevant. 

Applicant hereby elects Group II (claims 17-26); however, the Applicants 
respectfully assert that the methods of Group I, as amended, are drawn to a method 
practiced by a system/apparatus that is commensurate with the system of Group II. 
Group I includes two independent claims 1 and 27, from which 2-16 and 28-29 
respectfully depend. Group II includes two independent claims 17 and 22, from which 
claims 18-21 and 23-26 respectfully depend. Claims 1,17, and 27 all recite 'an engine' 
that receives input and assigns a remotely located lot to a stacker. Specifically, claim 
17 includes an engine to generate staging instructions, and claims 1 and 27 include a 
process of the engine receiving input and assigning a remotely located lot to a stacker. 
Thus, the process of Group I necessarily has to be practiced with a system of Group II. 

Accordingly, the Applicants believe that the claims of elected Group II should be 
prosecuted with the claims of Group I, and respectfully request that such occur. 
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Conclusion 

If the Examiner has any questions, he is invited to contact the undersigned at 
(503) 796-2972. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge shortages or credit 
overpayments to Deposit Account No. 500393. A Fee Transmittal is enclosed in 
duplicate for fee processing purposes. 



Respectfully submitted, 

SCHWABE, WILLIAMSON & WYATT, P.C. 





by, Nathan R. Maki, Reg. No. 51,110 
Attorney for Applicants 



Pacwest Center, Suites 1600-1900 
1211 SW Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: 503-222-9981 
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